can compare the relative effects of immigration and natural increase in causing the phenomenal population growth of the colonies in the eighteenth century and of the United States during -the early national period. Also, if one simply wants to know approximately how many people of each ethnic or racial group arrived and helped to shape early American society, a single reference with this information would be valuable. In this article, I review some recent estimates of eighteenth-century immigration, showing their accomplishments and problems, and then present an alternative method which corroborates some earlier estimates and provides more information for reference purposes than was heretofore available.
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The author thanks John Shy, Kenneth Lockridge, and Rosalind Remer for their helpful comments on this article. See Bernard Bailyn, with the assistance of Barbara DeWolfe, Voyagers to the West: A Passage in the Peoplirlg oj'America on the Eve ofthe Revolution (New York, 1986) . This book, along with Bailyn's companion volume, The Peopling of British North America: A n Introductiott (New York, 1986) , provide important bibliographic material on the subject.
It is impossible to establish definitively the volume of eighteenth-century immigration to America. The only records kept over a long period of time for any ethnic group are the ship lists maintained in Philadelphia for German-speaking passengers arriving from 1727 to 1 8 0 8 .Still, there is enough demographic and other data available for eighteenth-century America to allow historians cautiously to estimate the levels of immigration (and other demographic measures)-not crude, "ballpark" guesses, but cautious estimates which can illuminate a great deal about life in early America. Historians will continually correct and hopefully improve these estimates as they rework old data, discover new data, and develop new methods. But what we have now is suggestive.
Whereas in the past historians relied on rough guesses of the levels of eighteenth-century immigration, they have recently begun to use sophisticated residual methods which may be more accurate. Twenty-five years ago, Potter estimated that 3 50,000 whites immigrated from 1700 to 1790-an estimate which was, in his own words, "little more than a shot in the dark." About ten years later, Henretta concluded that "nearly 400,ooo" whites arrived between 1700 and 1775. Higham suggested that about 450,000 came in the eighteenth century, over half of whom were Irish. More recently, Fogel and several of his colleagues used a simulation model of generational progression and an estimated set of mortality, net reproduction, and gross reproduction rates to measure net migration as a residual, concluding that 822,000 more whites arrived in the colony-states from 1607 to 1790 than migrated out of this region. For the period 1700 to 1790 their figure was 663,000 whites. Yet in 1981 Galenson, using a different residual method, in which he took into account the high mortality of immigrants shortly after their arrival, as they adjusted to the new disease environment, concluded that a net migration of 435,694 whites and 220,839 blacks took place between 1650 and
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The most comprehensive and best-edited publication of these lists is Ralph B. Strassburger and William J. Hinke (eds.), Pennsylvania German Pioneers. A Publicatiorl of the Original Lists of Arvivals in the Port of Philadelphiafvom 1727 -1808 , (Norristown, Pa., 1934 , 3 v. They list all males sixteen years and older (and some women and children) well enough to disembark upon arrival and sign oaths of loyalty to the British king. Because the large majority of Germans landed in Philadelphia after 1726, these lists are the starting point for any estimation of German immigration into all ports during the colonial period. 1780, and that 346,099 whites and 196,411 blacks arrived from 1700 to 1780, a figure close to potter'^.^ Still more recently, Gemery has provided the best summation of all these estimates, as well as many older ones, and pointed out some problems with their sources and methodologies. Given the scarcity of appropriate statistics for the eighteenth century, it is not surprising that the range for net migration calculated by the previously mentioned historians is fairly substantial-from 350,000 to 663,000 for 1700 to 1790 Realizing that estimates of -early mortality and fertility rates were tenuous at best, Gemery opted to present a set of plausible immigration estimates from 1700 to 1820, rather than making a single estimate. Using a scale of annual rates of natural increase based on various estimates by historians measuring fertility and mortality, along with his own estimates for mortality during the overseas passage and the period of adjustment by migrants thereafter, Gemery concludes that the "New England pattern" was the most favorable for demographic growth and all other regions were moving in that direction during the eighteenth century. He calculates net migration as a residual, with the results being a plausible range of 765,000 to 1,300,000 white immigrants for the period 1700 to 1820 and a more precise one of 278,400 to 485,300 for the period 1700 to 1780. Allowing for the fact that this estimate does not cover the decade 1780 to 1790, his range runs only somewhat below that established by previous estimates. Gemery understands the difficulties in measuring and generalizing from mortality and fertility rates in early America. He concludes his article with a call for more researchmore precise demographic data-so that the range of migration estimates can be n a r r~w e d .~ This note suggests an alternative method for measuring eighteenth-century migration-one that avoids the impasse created by relying too heavily on fertility and mortality rates, which are difficult to establish for the colonial period. My method is also somewhat simpler, yet corroborates the results of residual methods, especially Gemery's, while yielding more detailed information. The method relies on three sources of information for estimating the volume and timing of eighteenth-century immigration, all of which yield strong estimates for some ethnic groups and time periods, and somewhat weaker estimates for others. The first source is the work of ethnic-group historians who have produced plausible estimates of immigration for their respective groups. The second source (most important for the British and Irish immigration) is the more qualitative aspects of the ethnicgroup historians' work on the timing, flow, and general conditions of the various migrations. The last source is an improved surname analysis of the first federal census in 1790, which, when used in conjunction with the above two sources, allows one to infer what the levels of migration may have been in previous decades, producing what Gemery calls "quasi-numbers."
The first source produces the strongest estimates. Ethnicgroup historians have used information on ship departures and arrivals, as well as samples of how many immigrants could be carried by different kinds of ships, to arrive at reasonable estimates of total immigration of Germans, northern and southern Irish, Scots, African slaves, and others. Grouping the best of these estimates by decade and ethnic group into an estimate of overall immigration in the eighteenth century conveys a clear sense of how immigration varied over time and between ethnic groups, something other estimates have not done.
In the past, relying heavily on the estimates of ethnic-group historians would have been a risky enterprise. However, the recent trend among historians has been to lower the estimates of their perhaps more filiopietistic predecessors. Since Dunaway's calculation of at least 250,000 Scots-Irish immigrants in the eighteenth century, Leyburn estimated 200,000 from 1717 to 1775. Still later, Dickson found approximately 109,000 to 129,000 for the years 1718 to 1775. And very recently, Wokeck has found even Dickson's estimates to be too high. For Germans, older estimates of 200,000 to North America before 1800 by both Monckmeier, along with 225,000 to 250,ooo before I770 by Clarence Ver Steeg, have been revised downward by Fenske (125, ooo for the entire century) and Wokeck (about ~oo,ooo in the years 1683 to 1776). Butler has drastically revised the immigration estimates for French Huguenots by Higonnet from 14,000 to about 1,500 (or at most 2,000)-all before 1700. O n the other hand, Bailyn and DeWolfe conclude that ~oo,ooo to 150,ooo Scots-Irish came before 1760 and over 55,000 Protestant Irish arrived from 1760 to 1775. Furthermore, they raise Graham's estimate for Scots from less than 25,000 for 1763-1775 to approximately 40,000 for 1760-1775. And Doyle has recently emphasized that there was a large southern Irish immigration into the colonies, which Dickson may have overlooked. Extreme accuracy will never be possible, given the nature of eighteenth-century statistics, but given such recent work, we can make significantly better estimates of the volume of immigration of some ethnic groups than was previously p~s s i b l e .~
The second source of information for this method, the discussions by the ethnic-group historians of the more qualitative aspects of migration, helps give one a sense of when peaks and valleys in immigration occurred, even when no actual data on volume are available. Population pressure, famine, unemployment, rack-renting (the doubling or tripling of rents after the expiration of long-term leases in order to accelerate the removal of tenants from the land), and active recruitment by colonials were major causes of the British and Irish emigration to the colonies. Extended discussions of these developments throughout 5 Wayland F. Dunaway, The Scotch-Irish of Colonial Perlnsylvarlia (Chapel Hill, 1944) ) 4 1 ; James G. Leyburn, The Scotch-Irish: A Social History (Chapel Hill, 1962), 180-181; R.J. Dickson, Ulster Emigration to Colorlial America, 1718 -1775 (London, 1966), 20-64 (Ithaca, 1956), 185-189; David N . Doyle, Ireland, Irishrnerr and Revolutionary America, 1760 -1820 (Dublin, 1981 the eighteenth century give a rough indication of how the total estimated immigration for each group should be distributed over the decades.
The third source of information, Purvis' recent surname analysis of the 1790 federal census, serves as a check and a supplement to estimates of immigration of each ethnic group by indicating to some extent the plausible proportions of the total immigration one could expect from various groups. Purvis calculated the percentage distribution of each white ethnic group (immigrants and their descendants) in the total population of 1790. His work contains some problems, but represents a marked improvement over Hansen and Barker, and the McDonalds, who did not include non-British ethnic g r~u p s .~
The method allows one to make use of the expertise of those who best understand the history of immigration. Using conser- Purvis improves upon previous work by more carefully analyzing distinctive surnames known to be borne by a certain percentage of a European group and then calculating an arithmetical coefficient sufficiently accurate to allow computation of the proportion of people belonging to that nationality within the United States in 1790. The number of individuals with the same surnames, multiplied by the appropriate numerical constant, equals the approximate size of the group in the United States. The problem with this method is that the surnames from the base population with which Purvis initially worked was not always representative of the actual immigrant population. For immigrants from the European continent he found sufficient passenger lists and other information which adequately reflect the actual population of immigrants. For British and Irish immigrants, however, the dearth of seventeenth-and eighteenth-century passenger lists and censuses forced Purvis to rely on nineteenth-century surname lists from Britain and Ireland, rather than surname lists from the actual immigrant population. Another problem with Purvis' method is that he was unable to distinguish between Scots-Irish and Scottish surnames, which forced him to assume that the number of Scots-Irish was twice the number of Scots in 1790.
In spite of these problems, Purvis' work is the best available, and significantly better than the much older research on which historians have often relied. He completed it diligently and without any apparent bias.
vative estimates for each group tends to correct any bias toward inflation of numbers for filiopietistic or other reasons. This method essentially represents a trade-off: instead of the residual methods using decennial population figures from Historical Statistics and the sketchy fertility and mortality data compiled by other historians, my method relies on an improved surname analysis of the 1790 census as a check for the increasing expertise of ethnicgroup historians who, in turn, rely on actual data regarding immigrants-ship and passenger lists. The results are presented in Tables I , 2 , and 3.
The quality of the estimates varies by time and ethnic group, but the tables as a whole are useful. The "most accurate" estimates are based on solid information produced by the ethnic-group historians. The "less accurate" estimates should be used with care, but the sum totals for these ethnic groups, especially Africans, Germans, northern and southern Irish, and to some extent the Scots, and Welsh, are plausible and the distribution by decade probably reflects a small margin of error in most cases. It is only the "least accurate" estimates that are dubious, and for this reason they should be used with the greatest care, if at all.
In spite of the problem with filling in the gaps which ethnicgroup historians have not yet thoroughly covered, this method as a whole produces enlightening results for most ethnic groups during most of the period in question. The sum total of 585,800 immigrants-278,400 blacks and 307,400 whites-is consistent with Gemery's findings (from 278,400 to 485,300 whites). Indeed, the two methods, one using fertility and mortality data calculating immigration as a residual, and the other relying on actual estimates of immigration by the ethnic-group historians, tend to provide a check for each other. Yet the second method provides much more reference information, listing immigration by decade and ethnic group instead of merely the sum total.
Further study of individual ethnic groups will surely require that adjustments be made to the tables below, but they do reflect in a simpler and more usable way the approximate magnitude of colonial immigration in the eighteenth century. I do not mean to evoke the old, filiopietistic practice of inflating numbers (I have used conservative estimates for each ethnic group), but it is ironic that the work of ethnic-group historians, once looked upon with disdain by many, may have provided the beginning of a meth- 
AFRICANS
If in~migrants are people who voluntarily leave their homeland to find a better life elsewhere, then African slaves are not immigrants. But in strictly demographic terms immigrants are people who came from somewhere else, as opposed to being a product of the natural increase in the indigenous population. In this sense everyone who came from elsewhere was an immigrant, including slaves, transported convicts, and so forth. I have included Africans in these tables of immigration by "ethnic" group because they contributed to early American demographic growth in the same ways as the other groups in the tables. The Africans actually came from a variety of different ethnic backgrounds, but taken together, their numbers more than triple those of the largest European group, the Germans. 
GERMANS
I have used my own method to calculate the volume and distribution of colonial German immigration. The large majority of Germans came through the port of Philadelphia, for which there are good records (passenger lists), especially for the period after 1726. The greatest difficulty occurs when one tries to measure the volume and distribution for other ports. To do this I divided the ethnic-German population of 1790 into two geographical groups-one settled overwhelmingly by immigrants through the port of Philadelphia, the other settled by immigrants through all other ports. Next, a ratio of immigrants to 1790 population was calculated for the first, or Philadelphia, group which was then extended to the second group to estimate the number of immigrants necessary to produce the known I790 population for that group.
Using Purvis' surname analysis of the ethnic-German population in I 790 ("European Ancestry," 98), the following two geographical groups were created. The German population of some states had to be divided because its roots were in the immigration through Philadelphia and other ports: To measure the immigration through Philadelphia I used a variety of sources. For the early period (1700-1726) these included the text from Strassburger and Hinke, Pennsylvania German Pioneers; Julius F. Sachse, The German Pietists ofl'vovincial Pennsylvania (Philadelphia, I 895), 1-10; Martin G. Brumbaugh, A History ofthe Gevman Bapfist Bvethven in Europe and Amevica (Morris, Ill., 1899), 54-70" Also, I estimated that approximately 500 Germans, who were part of the large migration to New York beginning in 1709, eventually moved to Pennsylvania and contributed to the growth of the population in Group I-see Walter A. Knittle, Early Eighteenth Century Palatine Emigration (Philadelphia, 1937); Henry Z. Jones, The Palatine Families of New York (Universal City, Calif., 1985) .
For the period 1727-177s I used the passenger lists in Strassburger and Winke, which are not entirely comprehensive, but do represent the best collection of immigrant lists for any ethnic group in the eighteenth century. They include all male passengers sixteen years and older well enough to disembark at ~h i l a d e l~h i a and sign an oath of allegiance to the king. Further, many of the more than 300 ship lists for this period also contain lists of women and children, or list a total number of passengers and/or "freights" (children were counted as half freights or not at all). This allows one to calculate the ratio of total passengers to adult males, a figure that changed over the decades. After controlling for these changes, the difference between "passengers" and "freights," and adding the Moravian immigrants, who settled in Pennsylvania but immigrated primarily through New York (see John W. Table I was adjusted to account for rounding errors.)
The validity of this calculation rests on two assumptions (in addition to the assumption that Purvis' surname analysis is reasonably accurate). The first is that the fertility!mortality experience, or rate of natural increase, was the same for both groups. The second is that the time pattern of arrival was the same for both groups, or that the differences were such that the net effect was the same.
To deal with the first assumption, the work of Gemery must be addressed ("European Immigration to North America"). He found that the widest discrepancies in the rate of natural increase during the colonial period occurred between northern and southern colollies in the seventeenth century. By the eighteenth century the fertility!mortality experience for whites in all regions was becoming similar. This, along with the fact that both Group I and Group 2 contain inhabitants from northern and southern colonies, tends to make this assumption reasonable, although there is some error introduced in the final estimates because of it.
The second assu~nption is more difficult to make, since the above table clearly shows a discrepancy in the distribution of known imtnigrants in the two groups. There are many factors which could have contributed to the same number of immigrants from 1700 to 1775 producing differing numbers of inhabitants in I 790. Thcse include when they arrived, their age, and to what degree they came as families (early or late in the reproductive period), or single individuals. Group 2 contains more earlier immigrants, which means they had time to produce more descendants by 1790 than their counterparts in Group I . O n the other hand, there were also more immigrants in Group 2 in the 1760s and 1770s (relative to the middle decades of the century) than were in Group I , which means that more of Group 2 had relatively less time to reproduce by 1790 than was true for Group I . These two characteristics tend to cancel one another out, at least to a degree. There is no doubt some error was introduced by assuming equal growth rates.and timing of immigration for both groups, but the reasons outlined above and the fact that a large majority clearly emigrated to Philadelphia tends to indicate that the margin of error in the final estimates of Tables 1-3 is  small. Lastly, German immigration from 1775 to I790 did have some effect on the population of 1790, but it was very slight. During the war years, 1775-1783, German immigration ceased almost completely, except for some 3,000 "Hessian" deserters (see Rodney Atwood, The Hessians: Mercenaries fvom Hessen-Kassel in the Amevican Revolution [Cambridge, 19801, 254) I~nmigration into Philadelphia resumed in 1785, and by 1790 only 1,467 persons had arrived (calculated from Strassburger and Winke, 111, .
The final estimate in Table I -84,500-is lower than Wokeck's generally accepted figure of ~oo,ooo German-speaking persons immigrating through all ports before 1776 (see "German Immigration to Colonial America," 12). I distributed the final total, including the "unknown" immigrant figure arrived at by the above calculation, according to that of the known immigrants listed above. Some adjustments were made for the early decades, however, because there are fairly complete records for the large emigration from I709 to 1714 to New York and North Carolina (represented in Group 2). Therefore few "unknown" immigrants in Group 2 were added to the period before 1720.
N O R T H E R N A N D S O U T H E R N IRISH
Estimates of the volume of northern Irish, which includes primarily people of Scottish descent ("Scots-Irish"), but also native Irish from the northern counties, have fluctuated wildly through the years. Dunaway estimated 250,ooo ScotsIrish arrived in the eighteenth century (The Scofch-Ivish ofColonial Pennsylvania, 41) and Maldwyn A. Jones calculated the same number for the entire colonial period ("Scotch-Irish," in Thernstrom, Havvavd Encyclopedia of Amevican Ethnic Gvoups, 896). Further, Leyburn concluded that 200,ooo Scots-Irish immigrants arrived from 1717 to 1775 (The ScotchIvish, I 80-1 81). Until recently, Dickson was the only historian to present some quantitative evidence justifying his calculations, and to show how the flow of immigration varied over time. We concluded that 1o9,ooo to 129,ooo Ulster Irish immigrated into the colonies from 1718 to 177s. 011the other hand, the immigration of Catholic, "southern," or non-Ulster Irish was largely ignored until the work of Audrey Lockhart, Some Aspects of Emigvafion fvom Iveland fo fhe Novfh Amevican Colonies between 1660 and 1775 (New York, 1976) and David N. Doyle, Iveland, Ivishmen and Revolutionavy Amevica, 1760 -1820 (Dublin, 1981 appeared. Although Lockhart does not attempt to estimate the numbers of immigrants arriving, she does present important evidence on the volunle of immigrant-carrying ships, which, when used with other evidence, allows one to make an estimate of the total number of immigrants arriving and to show how this migration varied over time. Doyle's work has helped alert historians to this large immigration. He also showed with qualitative evidence how southern Irish emigration varied over the decades, paralleling to a large degree Ulster Irish emigration.
But Doyle has overestinlated the numbers of this emigrant group. We states that about 90,000 southern Catholic Irish came before 1776 (almost all in the eighteenth century), up to 30,000 native (that is, Catholic) Ulster Irish, and TO,OOO southern Anglo-Irish (Protestant), even though there were only 156,000 to 166,000 inhabitants in the United States in I 790 who descended from all these groups. He attributes their slow natural growth rate to the large number of single men emigrating, who had to tnarry non-Irish women in America (51-76, especially 61 and 70-71). They did marry and have children, however, and even if all "Irish" found by surname analysis in the I790 census were not really "100 percent" Irish (due to marriage migration), the nunlber of immigrants from which they descended must have been much lower than Doyle indicates.
My estimates of 66, IOO northern and 42,500 southern Irish in Table  I To estimate immigration for the remaining years, 1700-1728 and 1775, the following steps were taken. According to Lockhart's tables, 13 percent of all immigrant-carrying ships from southern Ireland from 1700 to 1775 arrived in the first three decades of the eighteenth century-2 percent from 1700 to 1709, 4 percent from 1710 to 1719, and 7 percent from 1720 to 1729. Thus 87 percent arrived in the years I730 to 177s. Subtracting the 1,903 that Wokeck found for 1729, and extending her passenger-per-ship ratio for 1770-1774 to the nine ships Lockhart found arriving in the colonies in 1775, one can calculate total southern Irish immigration from 1700 to 1775 as follows:
This total nul~iber is distributed as follows for 1700-1 729:
In Table I , I inflated the figure for the 1720s to 3,500 because of the higher passenger-per-ship ratio prevalent for that decade in the few instances in Lockhart's tables where this information was given.
Since Dickson's tables do not include the number of ships arriving before 1750, and since Wokeck has shown that Dickson's method consistently overestimated the nutnber of immigrants per ship, the only option remaining for calculating northern Irish itnmigration from I 700 to 1728 is to make use of the proportion of southern Irish to total Irish for the period closest to 1700-1728. In Table I all figures were rounded to the nearest IOO immigrants. Purvis found 16.3 percent (c. 520,000 persons) of the white population in 1790 to be of Scots-Irish and Irish descent, or northern and southern Irish (see "European Ancestry," 98). The ratio of immigrants 1700-1775 to the total population in I790 was thus .21 (108,600 + 520,000), a factor which will be used to help calculate immigration for other ethnic groups with less quantitative evidence available than the Irish.
SCOTS
It is difficult to get a sense of the overall number of Scottish immigrants in eighteenth-century America. Graham estimates that emigration to America was "sporadic" from 1707 to 1763. From 1763 to 1775 less than 25,000 departed. Emigration was truly massive only in the years 1768 to 1775, when 20,245 left Scotland for America, see Colonists fvom Scotland, 185-189. Graham's figures, however, are probably too low. Using the same ratio of immigrants to 1790 population as existed for the northern and southern Irish (.21) , combined with Purvis' finding that 5.3 percent (or c. 168,000) of the white population in 1790 was of Scottish descent ("European Ancestry," 98) allows an estimate of 35,300 Scottish immigrants from 1700 to 1775.
The lack of good data for pre-1760 immigration prohibits the labeling of these estimates as "most accurate." Nevertheless, because of the similarities between the Scottish and Irish emigration experience to America-both began in the early eighteenth century, and were caused by population pressure, rack-renting, and agricultural dislocations which occurred in both places at about the same time-I have opted to distribute the total immigration for the period 1700-60 in the same manner as the Irish (both northern and southern combined). It is only in the late 1760s and 1770s that Scottish emigration to the North American colonies noticeably differs from the Irish. The Irish emigration was larger in real numbers, but the Scottish emigration became relatively more intense (compared to the earlier Scottish migrations) as Graham has shown. For these reasons I have labeled the pre-1760 estimates as "less accurate" and the post-1760 estimates, based on Graham's work, as "most accurate."
ENGLISH
Estimates of English immigrants are even scarcer than those for Scottish. Furthermore, the English are the only ethnic group for which significant immigration occurred in both the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, which makes it impossible to use Purvis' surname analysis of the 1790 census to assist in calculating eighteenth-century immigration. E. Anthony Wrigley and Roger S. Schofield, Population History of England, 1541-1871 : A Reconstruction (Cambridge, Mass., 198 I ) found net migration in England from 1701 to 1775 to be 423,162 (calculated from Table 7 .11, 219), but the only period for which there are statistics available for arrivals in the thirteen colonies is the 1770s. Here Bailyn and DeWolfe found about 4,500 English emigrants bound for America during the years 1773-1776 in the Register maintained in London, as opposed to 3,600 Scottish emigrants (Voyagers to the West, 92). In the absence of anv other data I have made the assummion that the ratio of English to Scottish emigrants in the 1770s extended back to 1700, which would mean about 44,100 English immigrants arrived in the colonies during the period in question.-~his is not to say that the emigration history of Scotland and England are exactly parallel and there is little reason to accept this figure as being very accurate, but it does compare well with Richard S. Dunn's estimate of z5,ooo English servants arriving in the colonies during these years, see "Servants and Slaves: The Recruitment and Employment of Labor, " in Jack P. Greene and J.R. Pole (eds.), Colonial British America: Essays in the New History of the Early Modern Era (Baltimore, 1984) , 159. Similar to the Scottish and Irish emigrants, the English, too, were plagued by population pressure and agricultural dislocations that coincided with these developments elsewhere in the realm. Thus I have distributed the total figure throughout the decades in the same manner as the southern and northern Irish. My figures for English immigrants are no doubt the weakest in Table  I and for this reason I have labeled them "least accurate."
WELSH
There is little literature on Welsh immigration in eighteenth-century America and quantitative estimates are virtually nonexistent. Rowland Berthoff found the first "sizable" Welsh immigration to have taken place in the years 1680 to 1720, when a few hundred arrived in Pennsylvania. But he does not discuss any other Welsh immigration before the nineteenth century. See "Welsh," in Thernstrom, settlements in Maryland (1703)~ North Carolina (1733), South Carolina (1737 and 1780), and Virginia (1740 and 1762), although he made no estimate of their numbers. See The Chavactev of Eavly Welsh Emigvation to the United States (Cardiff, 1953) , 2. In contrast to the English, most Welsh emigration to the colonies appears to have taken place in the eighteenth century, making it possible to use Purvis' work in this calculation. M y estimate of 29,ooo Welsh immigrants is based upon his estimate of 4.3 percent of the white population being of Welsh descent in 1790 (Purvis, 98), or about 138,000 people, and the same ratio of immigrants to 1790 population used for the Irish (.21). The 29,ooo figure is distributed over the decades in the same manner as the Irish. The advantage of being able to use Purvis' work is offset, however, by the lack of discussion in the literature of the causes, conditions, and timing of the Welsh emigration in the eighteenth century, which has led me to label all these estimates "least accurate."
OTHERS
Purvis ("European Ancestry," 98) gives the following percentages for white ethnic distribution in 1790: Dutch 3. I , French 2. I , and Swedish 0 . 3 Most of these groups arrived before 1700, but there were occasional immigrations of these and other groups during the eighteenth century. For example, over zoo French-speaking passengers arrived in Charleston from 1763 to 1773 (calculated from Revill, Pvotestant Imnzigvants to South Cavolina, [Columbia, 19391, IS, 112, 127) . I have placed "other" immigration at a minimal I percent of the total per decade to cover this and other such scattered examples during this period and labeled them "least accurate."
